Field survey of a rare endemic plant population: Fritillaria pluriflora (Adobe lily)
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Background Methods Data were analyzed using One-Way The most individuals in one quadrat.
California is widely known as a ANOVA (p< Q.QS) and Post-Hoc Tukey count qu 14, one In plot 2 and one In
global biodiversity hotspot. An HSD for significance between frequency plot 5 (Fig. 4).
estimated 1,906 plant species out of Figure 1. (f) of all |n_d|V|_du§1I§ between plots, all
4,571 total species are endemics of Fritillaria reproductive |n_d|V|_dua_1Is_ between plots,
| pluritlora, and all vegetative individuals between

n of indv.

CA (41.7% endemism) [3]. Fritillaria
pluriflora Benth. (Fig. 1) Is an
endemic bulbiferous perennial with a

limited distribution in CA. The herb’s

ndividualsinthe  5ot5 (Microsoft, Excel). Actual vs.

reproductive C e
stage class are expected Individuals of all age classes

characterized by ~Were compared using Chi-Square analysis

. . . having four or Microsoft, Excel) . Al Ao -
range Is restricted to foothill more ?eaves m g, S — e A pAL, A faa S ot
savannas in the Northern during the WA at AE T e | ot

growing season
and producing
flowers [1,7].

Sacramento Valley and is highly

edaphic (an affinity for mixed adobe

clay serpentine substrates) [7].
Reproductive success is low and
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X-value (ft) 30

Figure 4. Distribution of individuals within

mortality rates are high among The survey site was selected based plots.
loss from grazing, mining, pluriflora in spring 2014, 600 m north
recregtlonal use, and non-native of State Hwy 20 on the border of To better determine future recruitment and
invasion threatens remaining Colusa and Lake Counties (Fig. 2). stability of F. pluriflora populations,
populations [1,7]. Fritillaria pluriflora The site is described as a individuals all six age/stage classes should
|S ranked asS |mperlled/VUInerab|e north/northeast aspect foothlll Oak %*" 7 7 N /Z 2 ; N0 vy 2 < ,‘ be Surveyed Some AdObe I|Iy |nd|V|dua|S
QlOba”y ?-nd state W'de- However, It savanna with 25-30% clay soils [5]. Figure 3. Plotting out x and y axes for random eXh”?'t dormancy ana th|§ must be |
S not a listed species at the state Five plots were selected within the quadrat sampling. considered when surveying populations {7].
- ; . Sav.a.nna/meadow complex. _ Results rebounded from recent drought conditions,
rare plant ranking of 1B.2 (fairly Individuals were surveyed using . .
endangered) [1]. r I' ~ 20) with dl_Je to above average rainfall thls _Iast_
Sare olant population monitoring is random sampiing (n=40) V\_”t et No significance was found for all winter [4]. More long term monitoring is
crucial in identifying and address April 2016 (Fig. 3) [6]. A square - - - on this population
threats at t qt f ' ' 0.05.). No difference in recruitment of POPp ' -
threats at any stage, and to warn o quadrat (1 ft?) was placed on the new individuals among plots was Most importantly, long term monitoring is
mpencing decline before rare coordinates, all individuals were detected. A total of 269 individuals were ~ 'ccommended for this specific population,
endemic populations are extirpated counted and classified as pre- ' N as recreational use is high in the area.
| _ surveyed, 41.63% individuals were - -
[2]. reproductive (vegetative) or _ et Vehicle damage was observed in three
P | J " vegetative stage and 58.36% individuals veved plots. Management agenc
: : reproductive (flowered/ fruiting). - Surveyed piots. Vianagement agencies
ODbjectives were reproductive stage (Table 1). should be notified about the vulnerability of
_ — the population so that the necessary
* To survey the size of one known F. Table 1. Total plot area (ft?) and individuals conservation steps can be taken.

pluriflora population counted by stage within plots (n= 269).

 Compare population size between
plots
» Survey individuals by age class to
determine recruitment of new plants
* Results to be used for 1) freely
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